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LETTER F 
City of Del Mar 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-1 The comment provides introductory statements and does not raise a specific 

issue related to the adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, no specific response is 
provided. 

 
F-2 The assumption that the material removed during maintenance of W-19 after 

major storm events will be “beach quality” sand is based on the following 
analysis. The source of sediment removed through maintenance is not 
material currently found at the W-19 site, but rather sediment that would be 
deposited in the new wetlands after major storms, which is transported by the 
river from the upstream river basin, with the major source being the channel 
bottom and banks eroded by the large flood flows. The sediment grain size 
distribution for the transported material was determined and used by Dr. 
Howard Chang in the SCE Fluvial 12 model for this river reach, which was 
based on grain size analysis. The range of sand grain sizes anticipated to be 
in the transported material is assumed to consist mostly of medium sand, with 
a substantial fraction of coarser sand. A smaller fraction of the material is 
anticipated to be fine to very fine sands. Figure 16, page 30 in Appendix D, 
Attachment B shows the fraction of sand grain sizes in the material transported 
by the river, as estimated by the modeler. The river’s power to transport 
sediment is proportional to the velocity of the river flow. When the river slows, 
the river’s power to transport sediment is reduced and heavier grains drop out 
first in areas of deposition. Therefore, medium-grained sand and coarse sand 
most suitable for the beach are expected to be deposited in the downstream 
entrance area of the wetlands and medium to fine grain sand in the interior 
areas. Fine sand and silts remain in suspension and continue to the ocean. 
Section 3.4.2, page 3-25 and Appendix H discuss that, prior to maintenance 
activities, sediment testing would be required to confirm grain size and 
suitability of materials for beach placement activities, and permits would need 
to be obtained from various agencies, including the Corps. Sediment 
determined suitable for beach placement through a Sampling and Analysis 
Plan process would be placed on the beach (Appendix H, page 36). If 
materials are determined to be too fine, they would be disposed of at an 
alternate upland disposal site. For a more detailed discussion of disposal 
placement options, see page 19 of Appendix C, Sediment Disposal Study.  
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F-3 Please see Response to Comment F-2. Prior to placement, testing would be 

required to ensure sediment suitability for use in the littoral cell and for 
approval of placement on beaches. Permits would be obtained from regulatory 
agencies, as well as local jurisdictions, including an encroachment permit from 
the City of Del Mar, as required.  

 
F-4 The potential need for an encroachment permit from the City of Del Mar has 

been added to the Final EIR in Table 3-7, Federal, State, and Local Project 
Approvals and Permits Required. Permit requirements are not considered 
mitigation measures by the JPA, but are instead a regulatory requirement that 
must be fulfilled by a project regardless of impacts.  

 
F-5 Please see Response to Comment F-4. Requirements for noticing and traffic 

control measures will be addressed through the permitting process with the 
City of Del Mar, as necessary. 

 
F-6 During the permitting process, the project team will coordinate with the City of 

Del Mar, as necessary, to address increased duration and sand quantity 
associated with beach nourishment activities during sand trap maintenance. 
As discussed in Section 5.3.5, page 5.3-10, maintenance of the deepened 
sand trap is anticipated to be concurrent with the existing SCE maintenance 
cycle, which would be extended by approximately 2 days rather than 
conducted at an increased frequency, to minimize temporary impacts. Timing 
would be consistent with existing maintenance schedules and requirements. 
The JPA acknowledges the City of Del Mar’s concerns regarding materials 
placement. Continued coordination with the City will further minimize this 
temporary impact. 

 
F-7 Temporary impacts to street/public roadway conditions during maintenance 

activities are discussed in Section 5.8.3, page 5.8-8 of the EIR. The 
maintenance activities assume six truck round trips per hour for 10 hours each 
workday hauling an average of 500 cy/day. The addition of six truck round trips 
per hour would not result in traffic in excess of community plan allocation, and 
impacts would be less than significant (Criterion A). However, since 
transportation of sediment during wetlands maintenance requires utilizing 
congested El Camino Real and Via de la Valle segments, wetlands 
maintenance would result in a significant impact related to local roadways 
(Criterion B). Based on 2014 traffic counts for Camino Del Mar, the impact of 
adding six truck round trips/hour or the equivalent of 33 auto trips would 
exceed the significance Criterion B. Regarding local neighborhood roads that 
would be utilized for beach placement transport, Table 5.3-4 outlines the 
impacts due to mitigation measures and states that material placement would 
require transportation on neighborhood roads to access the placement sites, 
as discussed for W-19 wetlands maintenance. Congestion on local roadways 
currently at capacity would increase temporarily as material is transported to  
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 the beach, and impacts related to traffic, access, and circulation would occur. 

This would be a significant impact. 
 
 As stated in Appendix L, other measures such as alternative routes were 

considered to reduce the traffic impact from wetlands maintenance to less than 
significant. However, alternative routes would be nearly twice as long as the 
proposed route and would result in increased impacts, including those to air 
quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic. Thus, the significant impacts to 
local roadways are unavoidable. However, these impacts would only be 
anticipated to occur a few times over the 50-year life of the project, as they 
would require a 25-year storm or greater to occur. 

 
 Since mid-November to mid-April is the time of year that the largest storms 

occur, maintenance operations would most likely begin April or May. To 
minimize the impacts to local roadways, maintenance operations would be 
avoided during the summer season to the extent feasible. A traffic 
management plan would be prepared to address the maintenance schedule 
and would be submitted to the City of Del Mar and other appropriate agencies 
to further coordinate efforts to minimize traffic impacts. Mitigation Measure 
Traffic-1 requires advanced notification to motorists to inform them of delays 
and traffic congestion that will occur and to encourage roadway users to 
consider other transportation modes or alternative routes during peak hours. 
Notification may be accomplished through various measures such as 
information and detour routes included on the project website as well as traffic 
details sent to local residents. The mitigation measure specifies a timing 
requirement (prior to and during construction as well as during maintenance 
activities), identifies the information that should be provided to the public, and 
lists the methods to be used for conveying the information. This measure is 
also fully enforceable as it is included as part of the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan (MMRP), outlined in Chapter 11 of the Final EIR and adopted 
for this proposed project.  

 
F-8 A series of mitigation measures have been identified to reduce noise impacts 

to Del Mar residents. Work hours would also be limited to those allowable by 
the noise ordinance. Mitigation Measure Noise-2 requires that the contractor 
establish a telephone hot-line for use by the public to report perceived 
substantial adverse noise conditions associated with project construction. Text 
has been added to Table ES-7, Section 5.10.5, page 5.10-15 and Table 11-1 
modifying Mitigation Measure Noise-2 to include a notification requirement for 
residences within 100 feet of beach placement activities prior to the start of 
maintenance activities at the beach sites. Throughout beach placement 
activities, Mitigation Measure Noise-3 requires the contractor to document, 
investigate, evaluate, and attempt to resolve construction-related noise 
complaints. These measures specify a timing requirement (prior to construction 
and during maintenance), identifies the information that should be provided to 
the public, and lists the methods to be used for conveying information. 
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Mitigation Measure Noise-4 identifies potential field techniques for reducing 
noise, such as reducing back-up alarms and ensuring equipment has 
adequate mufflers, and engine idling time is minimized. These measures are 
fully enforceable as they are included as part of the MMRP, outlined in Chapter 
11 of the Final EIR and adopted for this project. Additionally, prior to project 
implementation, the project team will continue coordination with the City of Del 
Mar to address temporary noise impacts during the permitting process. 

 
F-9 Potential impacts to existing infrastructure were considered and assessed. 

Existing tidal flow velocities are low as described here. Table 5.2-1 in the EIR 
provides the existing and predicted tidal flow velocities with the proposed 
project at bridge locations upstream of the ocean inlet. For example, the 
highest existing incoming tidal flow velocity (Peak Flood Tidal Flow) is 3.6 feet 
per second (fps) at Camino Del Mar under a dredged inlet condition. At the 
Railroad Bridge, the highest existing velocity of 2.18 fps would increase to 2.38 
fps with the project. The highest outgoing tidal flows (Peak Ebb Tidal Flow) are 
lower, 2.99 to 3.13 fps at Camino Del Mar and 2.18 to 2.38 fps at the Railroad 
Bridge. These low tidal flow velocities would not result in erosion or impacts to 
infrastructure. In fact, during those periods in which there is no substantial 
riverine flow (i.e., non-storm periods), accumulation of more sand within the 
inlet is anticipated due to the consistently stronger incoming tidal flows. The 
infrastructure and embankments are exposed to erosion during riverine 
flooding events. The peak riverine flood velocities for a 100-year flood event 
are on the order of 18 fps based on the Corps model simulations (see 
Attachment B to Appendix D, Figure 9-88, pages 220 and 300). The peak 
riverine flood velocities in the inlet and erosion are strongly coupled, since 
erosion is a response to the velocities. Erosion of up to 13 feet is predicted in 
the inlet due to riverine flooding under extreme storm conditions. The Corps 
analysis of potential impacts of the proposed project on downstream bridges 
and infrastructure during riverine flooding events is summarized in Chapter 12 
as “None of the alternatives considered pose additional erosion threat in the 
lower portion of the system west of the I-5 Bridge that isn’t present in the 
existing conditions” (see Appendix D, Attachment B, page 347). Accordingly, 
no mitigation is required. 

 
F-10 Please see Response to Comment F-9. The predicted tidal velocities are very 

low (e.g., maximum of less than 4 feet per second at bridges). The predicted 
tidal velocities are for “without sand trap conditions” and would be lower for 
“with sand trap conditions,” as the cross-sectional area with the sand trap 
would be larger compared to “without sand trap conditions.” Hence, the 
proposed sand trap would reduce tidal velocity and would not have negative 
impacts to the embankment or infrastructure. ERDC performed a separate 
study of the impact of deepening the channel between Camino Del Mar and 
the Railroad Bridge on current velocities at the railroad bridge. That analysis 
(Appendix D, Attachment B, Appendix B page 363, and Figures B-33 and B-
34) showed that the impact of the deepening on peak spring tidal velocities at  
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 the railroad bridge was not substantial (2% increase on flood tide, 3% increase 

on ebb tide). In addition, sand traps are constructed for dry season sediment 
management and are essentially blown out to sea by riverine flood event flows. 
Consequently, there is little effect of the project on local infrastructure and 
bank stability for the project design compared to the existing conditions. 

 
F-11 The concern expressed in the comment is understood. If the existing sand trap 

and maintenance performed by SCE results in sand and sediment migrating 
upstream impacting the CDFW and W1 basins, an increase in littoral sand into 
the inlet could exacerbate the problem. Project analysis shows that sand and 
sediment are not migrating upstream of Jimmy Durante Boulevard and the 
proposed sand trap enlargement is sufficient to entrap the increased quantity 
of sand carried into the inlet by the increased tidal prism.  

 
 The existing SCE sand trap is designed to capture existing littoral sand 

entering the inlet. Littoral sand is primarily in suspension at the river inlet and 
drops out of suspension moving upstream. By Camino Del Mar, the littoral 
sand would be moving along the channel bed. The sand distribution over the 
channel width is proportional to the tidal velocity, resulting in the largest 
volume of sand in the middle of the channel. The sand trap provides a 
depression to capture the sand moving along the channel bed. SCE monitors 
the channel cross section at various locations. Between the railroad and 
Jimmy Durante Boulevard, SCE has measured the channel section just 
downstream of Jimmy Durante Boulevard. Between the initial cross-section 
taken in April 2012 and the most recent taken in October 2016, the channel 
cross-section has increased in capacity by approximately 10%, which supports 
the assertion that littoral sand is not migrating upstream of Jimmy Durante 
Boulevard (Elwany 2018). 

 
 The following summarizes project analysis supporting the adequacy of the 

proposed enlargement of the existing sand trap to capture the additional littoral 
sand: 

1. The current sand trap and maintenance is capturing the littoral sand 
based on SCE channel cross-sections below Jimmy Durante Boulevard. 

2. The sand trap enlargement is sized to contain the quantity of additional 
sand estimated to be drawn into the inlet over 2 years of typical conditions 
in the coastal environment by the proposed project. This was determined 
by using data from other similar projects (San Elijo Lagoon flood shoal 
formation and Batiquitos Lagoon flood shoal formation) using the standard 
of care in the practice of coastal engineering. 

3. The sand trap will be maintained regularly as part of SCE maintenance 
dredging. The sand trap will be dredged before filling, estimated to be on 
the average of every 2 years, allowing its capacity to be restored and 
preventing sand from moving upstream.   
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F-12 Sand and sediment are not moving upstream (see Response to Comment F-

11). There is not an existing water quality problem in the W1 basin per Coastal 
Commission monitors for the SCE restoration project (Schroeter 2018). Project 
modeling shows that the water quality in the W1 basin and CDFW basin would 
improve with implementation of the proposed project and would not impact 
sediment deposition at the entrances of the W1 and CDFW basins. The 
improved water quality is predicted because modeling results indicate that the 
residence time in the W1 basin and CDFW basin will be shortened by 1 day 
under the proposed project conditions compared to the existing conditions. 
Increased circulation would help to inhibit temperature stratification within the 
basins, which is one of the primary drivers of reduced dissolved oxygen (DO). 
As stated in the commenter’s summary of the water quality monitoring, lower 
DO concentrations in the W1 and CDFW basins are related to low tidal 
flushing, which would be slightly improved by the proposed project.  

 
 It should be noted that the sand bar shown in attachment A to the comment, 

just upstream of Jimmy Durante Boulevard Bridge, is a perpetual feature 
visible in nearly every aerial image reviewed as part of the design and analysis 
of the proposed project. The sand bar does and will continue to change in 
shape, extent, and elevation over time depending on the variable conditions 
within the lagoon such as ocean inlet conditions, tidal conditions, sea level 
changes, and storm flows. Project modeling shows no change to sediment 
deposition just upstream of Jimmy Durante Boulevard Bridge. The proposed 
project would not substantially degrade water quality in adjacent restoration 
projects by increasing sedimentation or generate pollutions in violation of such 
standards, and impacts would be less than significant (Criterion B) as stated in 
Section 5.4.3, page 5.4-7. 

 
F-13 See Response to Comment F-12 above.  
 
F-14 Please see Responses to Comments F-12 and F-13. The Draft EIR did not 

evaluate removal of sand that migrates upstream of the railroad bridge 
because, as described in Response to Comment F-12, migratory sand is an 
existing condition and not part of the proposed project. 

 
F-15 The comment provides closing statements and does not raise a specific issue 

related to the adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, no specific response is 
provided. 
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